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instalments which may become due in the future if the
hirer sees fit to continue the hiring, under ordinary hire-
purchase agreements—i.e., agreements to hire with an
option to purchase, where the benefit of the agreements
has been assigned, but no notice of the assignment has
been given to the hirers, and the assignor has subsequently
been adjudicated bankrupt ? It has recently been decided
that even in such cases these future instalments are
" debts . . . growing due " to the bankrupt in the course
of his trade or business within section 38 (c) of the
Bankruptcy Act, 1914 (d).
In that case Blakey v. Trustees of Pendlebmy (e)t a
trader engaged in the piano business, had let certain
pianos to hirers under agreements which may be described
as Helby v. Matthews agreements. He subsequently
entered into various agreements with a Finance Company
whereby he agreed to deposit certain hire-purchase
agreements with the company and on demand to assign
to the company the benefit of the agreements and,
meanwhile, to hold them in trust for the company. No
notice of any assignment was given until after adjudica-
tion. The plaintiff who was the assignee of the Finance
Company, claimed an assignment from the Trustee in
Bankruptcy of the hire-purchase payments and an
account of such payments received since the bankruptcy.
The Court of Appeal decided that he was not entitled to
succeed, that the payments of hire-rent which after the
commencement of the bankruptcy had or would become
payable under the hire-purchase agreements were " debts
. . . growing due to the bankrupt in the course of his
trade or business," within section 38 (c) of the Bankruptcy
Act, 1914 (d), and were accordingly available for
distribution among his creditors.
It will be seen, therefore, that the principles laid down
in the Davis bankruptcy discussed in the foregoing pages
apply also to agreements in the form known as Helby v.
Matthews.
 (d)	1 Halsbury's Statutes 644.
 (e)	[1931] 2 Ch. 255 ;   Digest Supp.

